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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Final Report: Child and Family Services Review
Eastern Service Area - April 19" - 21 2010

This document presents the findings from tAfe\@ini Child and Family Services Review
(CFSR) for the Eastern Service Area. The Nebr&®ha(Continuous Quality Improvement)
team has identified Mini CFSR Review as an impdréativity for assessing the performance of
each service area and the state as a whole widéind ¢ég achieving positive outcomes for children
and their families. Mini CFSR Reviews are schedutetake place in each Service Area once
every quarter in year 2010 and 2011.

The Eastern Service area Mini CFSR Review was attedwn April 18 to April 21° 2010.

The period under review for the onsite case revias April I, 2009 through April 8, 2010.

The findings were derived from file reviews of 1&ses (11 foster care and 8 in home services)
which were randomly selected from all open childfare cases at some time during the period
under review. The reviews also included intervievith parents, children, foster parents, and
CFS specialists, to assess items 17-20 withingtiew tool.

In the Eastern Service Area, eleven of the 19 cases brought to the attention of DHHS for
juvenile justice services and the remaining eigisies were abuse/neglect cases. The cases were
from the Omaha and Papillion Offices.

The review teams were re-structured for this reviem to limited availability of DHHS Staff

and Visinet ending their Out of Home Contract wilie State. The re-structuring resulted in
some cases being reviewed by an individual reviemstead of a team. The review was
completed by four teams of two reviewers made upoti staff from DHHS and Contractors
(KVC & NFC). A total of ten cases were reviewedateam. There were four cases that were
reviewed by NFC and KVC Staff members and five sasgiewed by the QA Staff. All of

these staff members participated in the previougwe 100% of the cases were reviewed by the
following second level reviewers: Micaela Swigleldtathy Anstine.

Background Information

The Mini CFSR is modeled after the Federal CFSherey and assesses the Service Area’s
performance on 23 items relevant to seven outcomes.

With regards to outcomes, an overall rating of itk or Area Needing Improvement (ANI) is
assigned to each of the 23 items incorporateddarséiven outcomes depending on the percentage
of cases that receive a Strength rating in thet®rsise review. An item is assigned an overall
rating of Strength if 95 percent of the applicatdses reviewed are rated as Strength.
Performance ratings for each of the seven outc@reebased on item ratings for each case. A
service area may be rated as having “substantialtyeved,” “partially achieved,” or “not
achieved” the outcome. The determination of wheghgervice area is in substantial conformity
with a particular outcome is based on the percentdgases that were determined to have
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substantially achieved that outcome. In order feemvice area to be in substantial conformity
with a particular outcome, 95 percent of the casewed must be rated as having substantially
achieved the outcome. The standard for substarardbrmity is based on the standard set for
Federal CFSR. The standards are based on the theltdfecause child welfare agencies work
with our country’s most vulnerable children and fisgs, only the highest standards of
performance should be acceptable. The focus dCH®R process is on continuous quality
improvement; standards are set high to ensure nggdtention to the goal of achieving positive
outcomes for children and families with regardadéesy, permanency, and well-being.

A Service Area that is not in substantial confoymvith a particular outcome must work with
their local CQI Team to develop and implement egPam Improvement Plan (PIP) to address
the areas of concern associated with that outcome.

Key CFSR Findings Regarding Outcomes

The 2 Mini CFSR identified several areas of high perfane in the Eastern Service Area with
regard to achieving desired outcomes for childAdthough the service area did not achieve
substantial conformity with any of the seven CFSRcomes, the Service Area did achieve
overall ratings of Strength for the individual indtors pertaining to Item 2 repeat maltreatment,
Item 5 foster care reentry and Item 11 placingdekih in close proximity to their parents.

The mini CFSR review also identified key areasafaern with regard to achieving outcomes
for children and families. Concerns were identifigith regard to Safety Outcome 1 (Children
are, first and foremost, protected from abuse aglect), which was substantially achieved in
33 percent of the reviewed cases. The lowest ratitign this outcome was for Iltem 1
(timeliness of investigations), which was ratec&&trength in one out of the three applicable
reviewed cases. Safety Outcome 2 (children detysmaintained in their homes whenever
possible and appropriate) was substantially achi@avé3 percent of the reviewed cases.

Concerns were also identified with regards to Peenay Outcome 1, (Children have
permanency and stability in their living situatipmghich was substantially achieved in nine
percent of reviewed cases. Within Permanency Outcbnthe Eastern Service Area’s lowest
ratings were for Item 7 (permanency goal for chvi@d) rated as a Strength in 18 percent of the
reviewed cases; Item 8 (reunification, guardianshipermanent placement) rated as a Strength
50 percent of the reviewed cases; Item 9 (adopt@s) rated as a Strength in O percent of the
reviewed cases; and Item 10 (other planned livingngements) rated as a Strength in 50
percent of the cases reviewed cases.

Concerns were also identified with regards to Peenay Outcome 2, (Continuity of family
relationships and connections is preserved fodo#l) which was substantially achieved in 36
percent of the reviewed cases. Within Permanendgdine 2, the Eastern Service Area’s
lowest ratings were for Item 12 (placement witHisds) was rated as a Strength in 50 percent of
reviewed cases; and Item 15 (Relative Placemerg)ratad as a Strength in 50 percent of the
reviewed cases.

In addition, concerns also were identified withamhto Well-Being Outcome 1 (Families have
enhanced capacity to provide for children’s needbl)ch was substantially achieved in 16
percent of the cases reviewed. The lowest ratirgge Yor Item 17 (needs and services to child,
parents, and foster parents), which was ratedSiseagth in 26 percent of the reviewed cases;
Item 18 (child and family involvement in case plaong) was rated as a Strength in 32 percent of
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the reviewed cases; Item 19 (caseworker visits ghild) was rated as a Strength in 32 percent;
and Item 20 (caseworker visits with parent (s)) veded as a Strength in 11 percent of the
reviewed cases.

Well-Being Outcome 2 (Children receive approprsdevices to meet their education needs) was
substantially achieved in 59 percent of reviewesksa Well-Being Outcome 3 (Children receive
adequate services to meet their physical and mbatdlh needs) was substantially achieved in

33 percent of reviewed cases. The lowest rating Itean 22 (physical health of child), which
was rated as a Strength in 36 percent of the redexases.

KEY FINDINGS RELATED TO OUTCOMES
|. SAFETY
Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, proted from abuse and neglect.

Status of Safety Outcome S1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 1 33%
Partially Achieved: 1 33%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 33%
Not Applicable: 16 84%

Reviewer Comments S1:
» Workers need to document reasons for delays inttatace contacts with child victims
and completion of Safety Assessments in a timelgmaa

Item 1. Timeliness of initiating investigations ofeports of child maltreatment

In assessing Item 1, reviewers were to determine wther the response to a maltreatment
report occurring during the period under review had been initiated in accordance with
child welfare agency policy. A new intake tool wasnplemented in 2003 which is based
upon a priority response model with Priority 1 caling for a response by the worker within
24 hours of the time that the report is received bYpHHS. Priority 2 designated reports are
to have face to face contact with the alleged viati by Protection and Safety within O to 5
days from the time the intake is received and Priaty 3 has a response time of 0-10 days.
Data is generated monthly to ensure compliance witthe response times.

Review Findings
» Three of the 19 cases reviewed were applicableedtém.
» One (33%) case was rated as a Strength.
- One foster care case was rated as a Strength.
» Two (67%) cases was rated as an Area Needing Ireprent.
« One case was an in home case and the other casesfosier care case.
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Strength:

DHHS successfully initiated the investigation oRr#ority 1 intake, investigation was
initiated on the same day as the intake receipt.

Area Needing Improvement:

Two of the three cases did not meet timelinegife initial contact.

Priority 2 intake was received and there was aydiel contact with no documentation
to support delay.

Children were placed into DHHS temporary care @mtody on May 19, 2009 by
Douglas County Court. DHHS was notified on Jun2(®)9 of the court order
placing the children into DHHS temporary care anstady. Intake was loaded on
the system on June 9, 2009 with intake statuseasthke did not meet criteria.
Intake was assigned to Ongoing Unit for Safety Asseent on June 11, 2009 and
worker did not make contact with the family untily) 10, 2009.

Item 2. Repeat maltreatment
In assessing this Item, reviewers were to determinghether there had been at least one
substantiated/inconclusive/petition to be filed mateatment report during the period
under review, and if so, whether another substanti@d/inconclusive/petition to be filed
report occurred within a 6 month period before or dter the report identified. Cases
were considered not applicable for assessment ifétchild or family had never had a
maltreatment report.

Review Findings
» Two of the 19 cases reviewed were applicable tdtéma.
» Both cases (100%) were rated as Strengths.

« One of the cases was a foster care case and thecake was an in home case.

Strength:

Case had one substantiated intake during the panddr review; intake was not
received within 6-month period before or after amgitreatment report.

Case had a substantiated intake received duringethed under review. There was
an additional substantiated maltreatment repoftimié-months. The intakes did not
involve similar circumstances; one intake was ddineslence between parents and
the other intake was improper discipline.

Area Needing Improvement:

None noted.
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Outcome S2: Children are safely maintained in thé&iomes whenever possible and
appropriate.

Status of Safety Outcome S2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 12 63%
Partially Achieved: 3 16%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 4 21%
Not Applicable: 0 0%

Reviewer Comments S2:

> Not assessing all of the children within the familyReviewers cited concerns of
aggression, mental health and appropriate bourgdarie

» One case did not have background checks or an [@P®€to youth being placed with a
non-custodial parent.

» No formal assessment prior to case closure.

» Six OJS cases did not present with any safety ecaader the target child or any other
child (ren) living within the family unit.

Item 3. Services to family to protect child (renyn home and prevent removal

For this Item, reviewers were to assess whether nesponding to a
substantiated/inconclusive/petition to be filed mateatment report or risk of harm, the
agency made diligent efforts to provide services tiamilies to prevent removal of children
from their homes while at the same time ensuring thir safety. Twelve of the 19 cases were
excluded from the assessment because there weresubstantiated/inconclusive/petition to
be filed maltreatment reports or identified risks d harm to children in the home during the
period under review, the target child entered fostecare prior to the period under review
and there were no other children in the home who we at risk of maltreatment or the
target child was reunified during the period underreview and the reviewer determined
there were no safety concerns.

Review Findings:
» Seven of the 19 cases reviewed were applicablesttteém.
> Five (71%) of the seven cases were rated as agtren
« One of the five cases was a foster care case amaviere in home cases.
» Two (29%) of the seven cases were rated as anMeeding Improvement.
« One case was a foster care case and the othenvia$rame case.

Strength:
» Services were implemented in order to maintairctiilel (ren) in the home.
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Area Needing Improvement:
* The following concerns were documented in the case;

o therapist recommended the three children remawnitigtheir mother receive
family support or therapeutic services to assissé¢hchildren to cope with
living in their mother’s household due to the motheing a hoarder

0 unsafe environment due to the mother’s hoardingneasddressed

o father threatened to harm all of the children

o mother ceased communication with the Agency.

* Incident resulting in the removal of the child wad a representative pattern of the
parents’ behavior. Agency needed to provide sesweithin the home, allowing the
child to remain in the home with no disruption e family unit.

Item 4. Risk of harm to child

The assessment of Item 4 required reviewers to deteine whether DHHS had made, or
was making, diligent efforts to reduce the risk ofharm to the children involved in each
case. Reviewers rated this item as a Strength e agency terminated the child’s parent’s
rights as a means of decreasing risk of harm for # child (for example, a termination of
parental rights would prevent a child from being reurned to a home in which the child
would be at risk) and has taken action to minimizeother risks to the child (for example,
preventing contact with individuals who pose a riskto the child’s safety). If a case is/was
open for services for a reason other than a courtustantiated, inconclusive, petition to be
filed or unfounded report of abuse or neglect, or pparent risk of harm to the child(ren)
(for example, a juvenile justice case), reviewerseare to document this information and rate
the item as not applicable. Note, however, that fa child (ren) noted as a “child in need of
supervision” or “delinquent”, reviewers were to exgore and determine whether there was
a risk of harm to the child, in addition to the other reasons the case may have been opened,
prior to rating it as not applicable. Cases were ot applicable for assessment of this item if
there was no current or prior risk of harm to the dildren in the family.

Review Findings
» All of the 19 cases were applicable to the Item.
» 13 (68%) of the 19 cases were rated as a Strength.
« Eight cases were foster care cases and five wérene cases.
- Please note that six of these cases were OJS,eas af safety concerns were
present.
> 6 (32%) of the 19 cases were rated as an Area Ngd&aiprovement.
« Three cases were foster care cases and threewieoene cases.
- Please note that two cases were non-court invobasgés and one was a status
offense case.

Strength:

* Ongoing Safety Assessment completed as indicated.
» Safety Assessment completed prior to reunification.

* YLS completed several times throughout the case.

Area Needing Improvement:

* Updated Safety Assessment contained little updedm fprevious assessment to
indicate the family’s progress and elimination afedy threats.

* Limited contacts between worker and all family mensh) documentation did not
indicated safety was addressed informally durirgired contacts.
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» Safety Assessment did not fully assess all thelaml within the family and all safety

concerns.
» Safety Assessment was not completed upon placeshanges and reunification with
parent.
. PERMANENCY

Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stabilrytheir living situations.

Status of Permanency Outcome P1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 1 9%
Partially Achieved: 9 82%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 9%
Not Applicable: 8 42%

Reviewer Comments P1:

» There were no foster care re-entries.

» Permanency goals need to be established in a timahner.

» Concurrent goals are established but no activetefeme made by the Agency to achieve
these goals.

» Agency is not actively pursuing Adoption as a conent goal. According to
documentation, Agency is not exploring the optibAdoption with foster parents and
not continuously addressing the issue with parents.

» Goals are not always appropriate i.e. child waseauan the parental home for several
months and the permanency goal is reunificatioral&need to be updated regularly.

» Strategies set in place are not appropriate tegetlthe outcome, especially with
Independent Living outcomes.

Item 5. Foster care re-entries

Reviewers rated this assessment as a Strength ifrthg the period under review a child did
not have an entry into care within a 12-month perid from being discharged from another
entry into foster care. Reviewers also rated thigem as a Strength if a re-entry was an
isolated incident during which the agency did whatvas reasonable to manage the risk
following reunification but the child re-entered cae for another reason (for example, the
death of a parent). Reviewers rated this item aseArea Needing Improvement if re-
entries occurring within a 12-month period were dueo the same general reasons or same
perpetrators. Reviewers rated this item as Not Aplcable if : (1) the child entered foster
care before, and remained in foster care during, ta period under review; or (2) the child
entered foster care before, and exited foster caiduring, the period under review and there
was not another entry into foster care during theperiod under review.
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Review Findings:
» Two of the eleven cases were applicable to the.ltem
» All cases (100%) were rated as Strengths.

Strength:
* In both cases the children entered foster carenguhie period under review but were
not re-entering within 12 months of a prior fostare episode.

Area Needing Improvement:
* None noted.

Item 6. Stability of foster care placement

In assessing this Item, reviewers were to determinghether the child experienced multiple
placement changes during the period under review,ral if so, whether the changes in
placement settings were necessary to achieve thealdis permanency goal or meet the
child’s service needs.

Review Findings
» All eleven out of home cases were applicable tdtéma.
> Nine (82%) of the eleven cases were rated as Shreng
» Two (18%) of the eleven cases were rated as aneeding Improvement.

Strength:

* Four cases, the child was able to remain in theesaumh of home placement the entire
period under review.

* Five cases, the child was reunified with parerfgrmal and formal supports are in
place.

Area Needing Improvement:

* In one case the first move during period underenewvas a planned move by the
Agency to benefit the case plan goals and placetlihié into a least restrictive
environment prior to a planned reunification witle father. Documentation
suggested that this placement into a least ras&ietas not stable as there were short
periods of time in which the child was missing pti@ running away. Once child
was located the agency arranged placement witfather.

* During the period under review, the child was pthcea foster home, moved to
another foster home for approximately 6-weeks &ed teturned to the prior foster
home. Documentation indicated that the first fopsrent was exhausted by the
child’s needs and the next foster home was unalpedvide care due to the child’'s
high level of supervision and attention seekingawatrs. It did not appear the
placement change between foster homes promoteattievement of goals or met
the child’s needs.

Item 7. Permanency goal for child

In assessing this Item, reviewers were to determinghether DHHS had established an
appropriate permanency goal for the child in a timéy manner, including filing for
termination of parental rights when relevant. Revewers examined the appropriateness of
a goal that ultimately rules out adoption, guardiarship, or return to family. Reviewers
assessed whether the child’s best interests wereotbughly considered by DHHS in setting
a goal of other planned living arrangement, and thasuch a decision is /was continually
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reviewed for ongoing appropriateness. Cases werssagned a rating of Strength for this
item when reviewers determined that DHHS had estaldhed an appropriate permanency
goal in a timely manner. Cases were assigned a irag of Area Needing Improvement when
permanency goals were not changed in a timely mann# reflect current case
circumstances, when it was apparent that reunificabn was unlikely to happen,

termination of parental rights was not filed when he child had been foster care for 15 of
the past 22 months and no compelling reasons wereted in the file, or the goal established
for the child was not appropriate. Cases were idgified as Not Applicable if the child was
not in foster care.

Review Findings
> All eleven out of home cases reviewed were applécabthe Item.
» Two (18%) of the eleven cases were rated as adilren
> Nine (82%) of the eleven cases were rated as aa Reeding Improvement.
> In cases applicable to this item, the ESA had dflewing:

Primary Permanency Goals
- Reunification - 4 cases
« Family Preservation - 4 cases
« Independent Living — 3 cases
Concurrent Goals.
« No concurrent goal - 3 cases
« Independent Living — 2 cases
« Self Sufficiency — 3 cases
« Adoption - 1 case
« Guardianship — 1 case
« Reunification — 1 case

Strength:

* Intwo cases rated as a Strength, permanency geatsestablished in a timely
manner and appeared to be appropriate for the'sim&kds for permanency and case
circumstances.

Area Needing Improvement:

* Permanency goals are not established within th#a§Gimeframe set by DHHS.

* Permanency goals are not updated within the casequlinformally documented
within the case. Goals are not changed when thatsin for the family changes i.e.
permanency goal is family preservation and theddkiin out of home care and vice
versa, goal is reunification and the child is ateo

» Concurrent plan of reunification when child is J&ays old and residing in the home,
concurrent plan of Independent Living would haverbenore appropriate.

» Inappropriate utilization of Self-Sufficiency.

Item 8. Reunification, Guardianship or Permanent Pacement with Relatives

In assessing these cases reviewers determined wieetBHHS had achieved children’s goals
of reunification, guardianship or placement with rdatives in a timely manner. If the goals
had not been achieved in a timely manner revieweidetermined whether DHHS had made
diligent efforts to achieve the goals.
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Review Findings
> Six of the eleven out of home cases were applidabilee Item.
» Three (50%) of the six cases were rated as a Skreng
» Three (50%) of the six cases were rated as an Reealing Improvement.

Strength:

* Intwo cases youth remained in same foster cat@gebdne reuniting within a month
and the other reuniting within five months.

* One case clearly documented needed services apdrssipvere implemented but the
permanency goal of reunification was not achieveel td the specialized needs of the
child.

Area Needing Improvement:

» Child’s behaviors and mental health were prevakextensive services were provided
to the youth and both parents. Services includgdlar visitation, therapy, family
support and family team meetings in order to agsiathieving the goal.
Documentation indicates that reunification may himken place earlier with
continued in home supports.

* No active efforts to achieve the concurrent goajudrdianship.

Item 9. Adoption
In assessing this Item, reviewers were to determinghether appropriate and timely efforts

(within 24 months of the most recent entry into foter care) had been or were being made
to achieve finalized adoption.

Review Findings
» Two of the eleven out of home cases reviewed wepécable to the Item.
> No (0%) cases were rated as Strength.
» Two (100%) of the cases were rated as an Area Ngédiprovement.

Strength:
* None noted.

Area Needing Improvement:
» Adoption was a concurrent goal in both cases. Adency did not appear to make
active efforts to achieve the concurrent goal afjdion.

Item 10. Permanency goal of other planned permangiiving arrangement
Reviewers determined whether the agency had made wras making diligent efforts to
assist children in attaining their goals related toother planned permanent living
arrangements (Independent Living, Self-Sufficiencyr Family Preservation).

Review Findings
» Six of the eleven out of home cases were applidabilee Item.
» Three (50%) of the six cases were rated as a Skreng
» Three (50%) of the six cases were rated as an Reealing Improvement.

Strength:
* Youth entered adult treatment facility in ordemeet youth’s specialized needs.
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PALS referral was made and PALS report on youthdgpess was contained in the
case file. Court Report documented several effotluding employment, post high-
school education and transportation needs beingan#éte youth to achieve
Independent Living.

Detailed Independent Living Plan was containedhaftle. Child stepped down from
treatment level of care into a community settingider to continue stabilization in
preparation for adult living.

Area Needing Improvement:

Independent Living Skills assessment was complateldminimal Independent
Living needs were included in the case plan theltiohed budgeting, education,
employment and decision-making skills. There wkck of documentation located
in the case file that budgeting and employment vaetsely being pursued. The
youth scored low in many areas of the assessntenayi have been more productive
to identify basic needs such as house cleaningdisuskills, community resources,
etc. Agency efforts to achieve the concurrent plaimdependent Living are unclear
in the case file.

Concurrent goal of Independent Living is not beaatjvely pursued by the Agency.
Court Report indicated there is an Independentig\®lan, but it was not located in
the file.

Youth is in a stable foster home that has agreguddeide placement until age 19.
Agency needed to make more effort to prepare yfmrtindependent Living. There
was not an assessment of the youth’s IndependeimtgLskills and no post services
were offered in order to further prepare the ydaothiindependence. Foster parent
didn’t seem to be working on the youth’s Independsaving skills; majority of the
focus was on getting youth their GED with no ati@mto the other skills needed to
live independently.

Outcome P2: Continuity of family relationships antbnnections are preserved for children.

Status of Permanency Outcome P2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 7 64%
Partially Achieved: 4 36%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 8 42%

Reviewer Comments P2:

» Staff makes all efforts to place youth in their coomities and near their families.
» Cases where youth were not in the same community dige to the youths’ behaviors
requiring a structured behavioral setting and ysuspecialized treatment needs.
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» ICWA documentation in the file needs to include itheividual that was asked to provide
the information regarding tribal affiliation. Kére is some indication tribal affiliation is
possible, documentation needs to reflect that glemey attempted to confirm or rule out
tribal affiliation.

Document efforts to provide visitations with silggiand fathers.

Efforts need to focus on early relative searchespanticularly on fathers and their side
of the family.

Documentation should indicate if relatives are appate or inappropriate for placement.
There was a lack of documentation showing that exsrromoted the relationships of
the parents and siblings other than simply progdiarvices to the families. (i.e.
attendance at school activities, medical appointsjesporting events etc.)

VV VY

Item 11. Proximity of foster care placement

Reviewers were to determine whether the child’s foer care setting was in close proximity
to the child’s parents or close relatives. Casestermined to be not applicable were those
in which termination of parental rights had been canpleted prior to the period under
review, or in which contact with parents was not cosidered to be in the child’s best
interest.

Review Findings
> Eleven of the eleven out of home cases were ajidida the Item.
> All (100%) cases were rated as Strengths.

Strength:

* In six of the eleven cases, youth were in the seonemunity as their parents.

* Three cases youth were not residing in the samenonty as their parents due to
the specialized treatment level of care needethfise youth. Visitation continued
with the family on a regular basis.

» Two cases had parents residing outside of the .Staggtation opportunities were
encouraged between all involved parties.

Area Needing Improvement:
* None noted.

Item 12. Placement with siblings

Reviewers were to determine whether siblings were diad been placed together and if not,
was separation necessary to meet the needs (servicesafety needs) of one or more of the
children.

Review Findings
» Two of the eleven out of home cases were applidadilee Item.
» One (50%) case was rated as a Strength.
» One (50%) case was rated as an Area Needing Immpevie

Strength:
* In one case, youth placed with siblings in relatogter home.
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Area Needing Improvement:

* In one case, youth was placed into foster carelamthe younger sibling was also
placed into foster care with a relative. Theredasdocumentation within the case file
regarding the separation of the children.

Item 13. Visiting with parents and siblings in foger care

In assessing this Item, reviewers determined wheth®HHS had or was making diligent
efforts to facilitate visitations between childrenin foster care and their parents and
siblings. Reviewers also determined whether theseésits typically occurred with sufficient
frequency to meet the needs of the children and fafies. Non applicable cases were those
where the child had no siblings in foster care, ithe parents could not be located, and/or if
visitation with the parents was considered not intte best interests of the child. Reviewers
rated this item for the period under review based b the individual needs of the child and
family, rather than on the DHHS policy regarding visitation. The DHHS visitation
guidebook recommends a minimum of one visit everywo weeks between child and parent
unless it would not be in the child’s best interedbecause the parent is the perpetrator of
sever physical abuse or sexual abuse. DHHS Poli@quires that siblings placed separately
must have a minimum of one visit per month. Otheforms of communication including
phone calls and letters are strongly encouraged.

Review Findings
» All eleven of the out of home cases were applicablhe Item.
» Six (55%) of the eleven cases were rated as aditren
> Five (45%) of the eleven cases were rated as aa Reeding Improvement.

Strength:
* In six cases visits between the child and pareetewrranged to occur at least
weekly.

* In one case diligent efforts were made to involveat of state father in visitations
during his trips to Nebraska.

Area Needing Improvement:

* In one case the child’s biological parent privatgigced the child at a residential
facility. During the child’s stay at the resideitiacility, the child was made a ward
of the State of Nebraska due to sexualized behavidhe child’s parent resided out
of state. There were no documented efforts to wnagge visitation or any form of
contact between the child and parent.

* File did not indicate that the child was havingteiions with parent during youth’s
stay at the YRTC.

» Parents resided out of state.

» Visitations with fathers.

* Need to provide efforts for sibling visits.

Item 14. Preserving connections

Reviewers determined whether DHHS had or was makindiligent efforts to preserve the
child’s primary connection and characteristics whik in foster care. Reviewers had to make
a professional judgment about the child’s primary onnections and then explore whether
those connections have been preserved through cgdanning and service delivery.
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Review Findings
> All of the eleven out of home cases were applicabkbe Item.
» Seven (64%) of the eleven cases were rated agagBir
» Four (36%) of the eleven cases were rated as aa Meeding Improvement.

Strength:

* Child was able to maintain same school.

» Connections to community activities were stronglgimained.

» Connections to extended family were encouraged.

* Timely tribal notification, tribal links was consded for placement.

Area Needing Improvement:

» Case file lacked documentation to demonstrate tsfforkeep youth connected with
previous community.

» Documentation is needed in the file to determinatveliscussions took place with the
parents regarding possible affiliation with a Nat&merican Tribe.

» Parent indicated that there may be Native Ameridantage. No tribal notification
occurred in order to determine eligibility.

» File lacked documentation that there were efforégle to keep connections with the
child’s extended family members.

Item 15. Relative placement

Reviewers had to focus on the title IV-E provisiorthat requires States to consider giving preference
to placing the child with relatives, and determinevhether the State considered such a placement
and how (for example, seeking out and evaluating échild’s relatives). Relatives include non-
custodial parents, such as fathers not in the hom#,applicable to the case. Reviewers had to
determine the extent to which the agency identifiedelatives who had some reasonable degree of
relationship with the child and with whom the child might reside. There did not need to be in the
case record a formal evaluation of relatives with Wwom the child might reside, but for reviewers to
have answered “yes” evidence must exist, throughtber the case documentation or the case
interviews, that relatives were evaluated and congered. Reviewers rated this item as a Strength if
(1) the agency assessed the child’s needs and detered that he/she required special servicesnd

(2) the agency assessed potential relative placeneand determined that the relative placements
did not have the capacity to meet the child’s needsReviewers rated this item as a Strength unless
no efforts were made to locate or identify relative for placement, or placement with a family
known to the child. Reviewers rated this item asat applicable if (1) the agency determined upon
the child’s initial entry into care that his/her needs required residential treatment services and a
relative placement would be inappropriate, or (2)firelatives were unable to be identified despite
the agency’s diligent efforts to do so, or in situ#ons such as abandonment in which the identity of
the parents and relatives remains unknown despitefferts to identify them.

Review Findings
» Four of the eleven out of home cases were appédaithe Item.
» Two (50%) of the four cases were rated as a Stnengt
» Two (50%) of the four cases were rated as an Ardidig Improvement.
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Strength:

In the two cases that were strengths, the child) (nere placed with relatives and/or
maternal and paternal relatives were identified @eeimed to be appropriate or
inappropriate placement options.

Area Needing Improvement:

Relative placement was not explored in each ot#ses.
There was minimal case file documentation regardxignded family members and
their ability to provide placement.

Item 16. Relationship of child in care with pareng

In assessing this Item, reviewers determined if tle was evidence of a strong, emotionally
supportive relationship between the child in fostecare and the child’s parents during the
period under review. Reviewers assigned a ratingf &trength for this item when there was
evidence of regular visitation between parent andhild. Reviewers assigned a rating of
Area Needing Improvement when they determined thegency had not made diligent

efforts to support the child’s relationship with the father or mother. A case was considered
not applicable if a relationship with the child’s parents was contrary to the child’s safety or
best interest during the period under review.

Review Findings
» All eleven out of home cases were applicable tdtéma.
> Six (55%) of the eleven cases were rated as aditren
> Five (45%) of the eleven cases were rated as aa Reeding Improvement.

Strength:

In one case the parent’s were very involved incthid’s educational activities.
Agency encouraged the parent to schedule medigaliagmnents for the child.

Efforts were made to strengthen the relationshtvéen parents and children
through intensive family preservation services,ifptherapy, case conferences and
family team meetings.

Area Needing Improvement:

Agency did not encourage parent to participatehitdis medical care.

Agency did not follow up on a recommendation fonily therapy to occur in order
to strengthen the bond between parent and child.

Agency did not encourage the father’s participationase conferences or
connections with child’s placement.

No documented efforts of the agency to maintairréhetionship between the child
and adoptive mother.

No documented efforts for YRTC youth to maintaimigections with either parent.
One case lacked documentation that any effort wadento encourage either parent
to continue a relationship.
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WELL-BEING

Outcome WB1: Families have enhanced capacity to\pde for their children’s needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 3 16%
Partially Achieved: 6 32%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 10 53%
Not Applicable: 0 0%

Reviewer Comments WB1:

>

Many of the in home cases that were areas needipgpvement were because ALL
children in the home were not assessed and/or whdano contact with the other
children — only the target child.

Assessment of needs and implementation of serb&ssd on those identified needs for
both parents needs to be completed by the agency.

Documentation needs to reflect that parents aridreli are involved in case planning.
Case plans should involve the parents and chilitcen the beginning of case.
Interviews supported that parents and children wetenvolved in case planning, they
were aware of case plans but not involved in theeld@ment of outcomes.

Cut and paste of monthly contact narratives resultsfficulty determining quality of the
contacts.

Required contacts not as frequent as the case nmwasds closure.

Need to utilize Interpreters for non-English spegkparents.

Item 17. Needs and services of child, parents, tes parents

In assessing Item 17, reviewers were to determinenether DHHS adequately assessed the
needs of children, parents and foster parents ANDrpvided the services to meet those
needs. Reviewers rated item 17 as a strength if)(& needs assessment was conducted for
the child (ren), parents, and foster parents, and?) appropriate services were provided in
relation to the identified needs of the target chd in foster care cases, or for all children in
in-home cases. Education and physical or mental &kh services to the target child were

not rated for this item (these are rated in items 2, 22, and 23). Reviewers had to document
whether these services were provided to parents.

Review Findings
> All of the 19 cases were applicable to the Item.
» Five (26%) of the 19 cases were rated as a Strength

- 3 foster care cases and 2 in home cases wereastgtlength.

» Fourteen (79%) of the 19 cases were rated as anMeeding Improvement.

- 8 foster care cases and 6 in home cases wereastécka Needing Improvement.

Eastern Service Art CFSR Report
April, 201C  p.17



Strength: Separating out Items 17A, B, and C.

* Fourteen of the 19 cases were rated as strengthsgessing the needs and services
to the children (17A). Children’s needs were assd$isrough the Nebraska Safety
Assessment Tool, family team meetings, privates ta face visits by the worker,
interviews with relatives, the Youth Level of Sewilnventory, and through formal
evaluations. Services provided to meet those neetigde Tracker, Drug Screen
Testing, Electronic Monitoring, therapy, child cai@ster care, respite, community
treatment aide and family support services.

» Six of the 19 applicable cases were rated as gtrerigr assessing the needs and
services to the parents (17B). When parental neleds assessed, it was at the initial
assessment using the Nebraska Safety Assessmenighiface to face visits; family
group conferencing; and during family team meetingervices that were provided to
meet those needs include, individual and familyapg, parenting resources, and
support groups.

* Five of the eight applicable cases were ratedraagihs for assessing the needs and
services to the foster parents (17C). When fgsteent needs were addressed it was
done through monthly face to face meetings, teleplaalls, and family team
meetings. Services that were provided to meendeels include family support,
child care, clothing vouchers and transportation.

Area Needing Improvement: Separating out Items 18} and C.

* Five of the 19 applicable cases were rated asemregeding improvement for
assessing the needs and services to children (17A).

» Thirteen of 19 applicable cases were rated asemraeding improvement for
assessing the needs and services to the pareis (17

» Three of the eight applicable cases were rateth asem needing improvement for
assessing needs and services to foster parent$. (17C

Additional Reviewer Comments:

>

Five fathers were assessed and services provided lgon those needs. There were
eleven cases in which the fathers’ needs weressaisged and/or services were not
provided by the agency.

Reviewers found that services were provided buhtezs were never assessed.
Several cases did assess one parent’s needs dgtho{This was true for both maternal
and paternal sides)

Inadequate informal assessment of foster paremisndige to the lack of contact between
worker and foster parent.

Services were provided, agency failed to assesisrgarents prior to implemented
services.

In home cases, agency needs to meet the needsbildden. Formal or informal needs
assessment should be completed for all childraedingsin the home.

ltem 17 Child Parent Foster Parent

Strength: 14 6 5

ANI
NA:

5 13 3
0 0 11
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Item 18. Child and family involvement in case planing

In assessing this Item, reviewers were to determinghether the agency actively involved
the parent(s), guardian, child (ren) and other peofe identified by the family in the case
planning activities relevant to the current case @n. A determination of involvement in
case planning required that a parent (guardian) andhe child (older than 8 and not
incapacitated) had actively participated in identifying the services and goals for the case

plan.

Review Findings
> All cases were applicable to the Item.
» Six (32%) of the 19 cases were rated as a Strength.

- 4 foster care cases and 2 in home cases wereast&tlength.

» Thirteen (68%) of the 19 cases were rated as aa Needing Improvement.

- 7 foster care cases and 6 in home cases wereastécka Needing Improvement.

Strength:

In one of the six cases that were strengths, théhywere too young to participate.

In one case, the child was minimally involved ie ttase planning process due to
development and cognitive functioning.

Case plan involvement through family team meetangs required contacts with
workers.

In one instance, case documentation reflected thtbenwas invited and encouraged
to participate in case planning on a regular basigent continually refused to
participate.

Area Needing Improvement:

In three cases, no attempts were made by the agemayolve the youth or legal
guardian in case planning.

In a non-court involved case, there was no docuetkeodse plan on N-FOCUS or
within the case file.

Target child and parent indicated they did not &ephbrt of the case planning process.
They felt the information was shared but they weeer able to discuss the case
plan. They did not feel their suggestions were ewvasidered by the worker.
Parents indicated no involvement in case planriaihér was deployed for period of
time). Youth indicated that the case plan wasudised but youth was not involved in
development of case plan outcomes. All partiegatdd they were involved in
discussions that that focused on case plan pragress

Youth was aware of the case plan outcomes, butwolved in the development of
outcomes. There were no attempts to involve epheent in the case plan process
Youth was highly involved in the case plan process the agency did not appear to
involve the adoptive mother in the process.

Youth was highly involved in the case plan procéss the agency did not involve
the mother. Parent spoke Spanish and no interpsete provided for meetings with
the agency staff.

In three cases, the youth and mother were invalvélde case plan process, but the
agency did not appear to engage the father in psoce

Agency made minimal effort to engage the fatheéhacase plan process.
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Item 19. Worker visits with child

Reviewers were to determine the typical pattern o¥isits between the worker and child and
if these visits were sufficient to ensure adequataonitoring of the child’s safety and well
being. Reviewers were also to determine whethersiis focused on issues pertinent to case
planning, service delivery, and achievement of thgoals.

Review Findings
> All cases were applicable to the Item.
» Six (32%) of the 19 cases were rated as a Strength.
- 4 foster care cases and 2 in home cases wereast&tlength.
» Thirteen (68%) of the 19 cases were rated as aa Ne®ding Improvement.
- 7 foster care cases and 6 in home cases wereastécka Needing Improvement.

Strength:

» Children and Families Services Specialist and/ovi€es Coordinator had a pattern
of monthly visitation with the child (ren). Caskefdocumentation indicated that the
visits were private and were of quality by discngssuch things as conditions of
liberty, school, services, goals, outcomes, belayrelationships and medical
information.

* In one instance, the child was on run status fooréion of the review. The Children
and Family Services Specialist continued to documeanthly attempts to locate the
child.

Area Needing Improvement:

» Cases that were found to need improvement were ttexses where visits were less
than once a month and/or quality of the visit wassufficient to address issues
pertaining to safety, permanency and well-being.

* Monthly visits need to be documented within theecasord.

» Case file documentation of the monthly visit showgfiect that the worker is meeting
privately with the child when appropriate and tepad discussion focus on safety,
permanency and well-being.

* With in home cases, all children need to have ais@nted monthly contact from the
worker.

Iltem 20. Worker visits with parents

Reviewers were to assess whether the caseworker radficient face to face contact with
parents to encourage attainment of their children’spermanency goal while ensuring safety
and well being. Cases that were considered not ajpgable if: (1) agency contact with the
mother or father was determined to be contrary to achild’s safety or best interests (and
this is documented in the case file), (2) the logah of the parent was unknown during the
entire period under review, despite documented comcted agency efforts to locate her or
him, (3) the parents’ parental rights were terminatd before the period under review and
she or he is not involved in the child’s life, or4) during the entire period under review, the
parent was not involved in the child’s life or in @se planning in any way despite agency
efforts to involve her or him.

Review Findings
» All cases were applicable to the Item.
» Two (11%) of the 19 cases were rated as a Strength.
- 2 foster care cases were rated as Strength.
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» 17 (89%) of the 19 cases were rated as an Areailgadprovement.

- 9 foster care cases and 8 in home cases wereastécka Needing Improvement.

Strength:

In one case the parents resided out of state. évi¢eft the state, worker continued to
make efforts to locate her through family membéfgorker continued to have
monthly phone contact with the father that residetof state.

Monthly visits occurred with both parents on thehia home case.

Case file documentation indicated that the visigserhigh quality, often discussing
topics of safety, permanency and well-being.

Area Needing Improvement:

Documentation needs to reflect monthly visits bemvevorker, mother and father. If
parent resides out of state or in prison, monthigne contact is acceptable. If parent
is unable to be located, efforts to locate nedaetdocumented within the case
record.

Documentation needs to reflect that issues of ggbermanency and well-being are
being discussed between the worker, mother andrfath

Visits that were occurring between the Children Rathily Services Specialist
and/or Services Coordinator with the parents aceiwing at court, family team
meetings or school. There was no indication tbatacts between the worker and
parent were occurring outside of formalized meeting

Face to face contact occurred with one parentmomthly basis, no regular contact
with the other parent. Efforts to contact otherepawere not documented within the
case file.

No contact with the worker or parent for three nignt

No face to face contact with the worker while thddtwas in group home placement.
Majority of contact with the father occurred througmail, he would have liked
regular face to face contact. Efforts to locageriother were unknown.

No contact with parent or guardian throughout teega under review.

Translation services were not utilized in monthdyntact between worker and parent.

Outcome WB2: Children receive the appropriate edtional services to meet their needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 10 59%
Partially Achieved: 0 0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 17 41%
Not Applicable: 2 11%

Reviewer Comments WB2:
> Needs were identified in most cases and educatrecalds were located in the case file.
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» In home cases that presented with educationalsssweé all children in the home were
assessed to determine if they had similar educatels.

> Need to address educational needs and post-echalatieeds of youth in GED program.
Documentation of youth’s progress on GED is neewi#luin the case record.

Item 21. Educational needs of the child

When addressing educational issues for families retving in-home services, reviewers
considered whether the educational needs are/werelevant to the reason why the agency
is/was involved with the family, and whether the ned to address educational issues is/was a
reasonable expectation given the circumstances dfe agency’s involvement with the
family. (If not, reviewers rated item 21 as not aplicable.) Reviewers rated this item as a
Strength if (1) the agency made extensive efforte taddress the child’s educational needs
and the school system was unresponsive, especidilthe problems are with a local school
or jurisdiction; (2) if the child (ren)’s educational needs were assessed and addressed,
including cases where the educational records wersissing and the reasons why; or (3) if
the agency conducted an assessment of educatiorsaues and determined that there were
no problems in that area, nor any need for educatimal services.

Review Findings
» 17 of the 19 cases were applicable to the Item.
» Ten (59%) of the 17 cases were rated as a Strength.
- 8 foster care cases and 2 in home cases wereast&tlength.
» Seven (41%) of the 17 cases were rated as an AzediiNg Improvement.
- 2 foster care cases and 5 in home cases wereastécka Needing Improvement.

Strength:

» Five cases contained an active IEP.

* Children and Family Services Specialist requegtedsthool complete an assessment
and implement IEP in order to address youth’s ne&thool was non-responsive to
agency. Parent was able to provide an old IEP fopther state, school at that point
was responsive and updated youth’s IEP.

* Documentation suggests education was evaluatedideraeport contained youth’s
academics.

» Assessment of early childhood educational needs.

» Educational records were located in portion ofsfibe there was documentation from
providers that indicated youth’s academic perforoean

Area Needing Improvement:

* No documentation within the case file to indicadtattthe agency focused on
education in order to prepare the youth for pogtilsichool education. GAL report
indicates the child had to apply to a differentaaidue to her low ACT scores and
unacceptable math credits.

* Youth had behavioral needs in the school environmagrstead of completing an
educational assessment, youth dropped out of sthquirsue his GED.

* Youth was failing a class and struggling in sevethkr classes, no further
assessment was completed to assist the youth.e Weer no documentation
regarding school needs of the other children inhibh@ae.
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Family came to the agency’s attention due to edwualt neglect. Case file indicates
the agency only secured school records one timematdocumented contacts
between the worker and school. It was uncleanéncase file if the children’s
attendance affected their academics.

In two cases, truancy was one of the youths’ isthesbrought the case to the
agency’s attention. There was some acceptableaidndocumentation in the case
file on the youth, but the case file did not hadaaational information on the other
children in the home in order to determine if tinaye truancy issues or educational
needs.

Documentation in the case file indicated that tbetly needed to enroll in GED
following discharge from YRTC. There is no indicat that the agency assisted the
youth in enrolling or attaining a GED.

Outcome WB3: Children receive adequate servicemtet their physical and mental health

needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB3;

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 6 33%
Partially Achieved: 3 17%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 9 50%
Not Applicable: 1 5%

Reviewer Comments WB3:

» The cases that were rated as strengths had doctinarthat medical examinations,

dental examinations and mental health assessmenésoompleted accordingly.

Documentation indicated that services were provideatldress identified medical,
dental and mental needs.

» Cases identified as area needing improvement lagkedmentation of ongoing

assessment of the youth’s physical and mentaltheakds.
» If ongoing physical health and mental health agaesss were completed, case file did

not contain the results of these assessments.

ltem 22. Physical health of the child

When addressing health issues for families receivgnin-home services, reviewers
considered whether the physical health needs are/vgerelevant to the reason why the

agency is/was involved with the family and whethethe need to address physical health
issues is/was a reasonable expectation given thecamstances of the agency’s involvement

with the family. (If not, reviewers rated this item as not applicable.) For example, if a

child became known to the agency and was determinéd be in need of in-home services at
least partly as a result of physical abuse or sexbabuse, then it is reasonable to expect the
agency to provide services to ensure that the chil@ceives the appropriate physical health

services. Reviewers rated this item as a Strengththe agency conducted an assessment of
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physical health and determined that there were nonqoblems in that area, nor any need for
physical health services.

Review Findings
» 14 of the 19 cases were applicable to the Item.
> Five (36%) of the 14 cases were rated as a Strength

- All five cases rated as Strength were foster cases.

> Nine (64%) of the 14 cases were rated as an AreaiNg Improvement.

« 6 foster care cases and 3 in home cases wereasitécka Needing Improvement.

Strength:

Five cases contained documentation of routine healtl dental examinations.
Services provided to meet any identified needsvi&ss provided include
immunizations, nutritionist, inhalers and dentakkvo

Area Needing Improvement:

In three cases, there were no documentation oin@bealth and dental
examinations.

No documentation of the results of the routine tieahd dental examinations.
Reviewer was unable to determine if youth had nsdicdental needs.

In four cases, there were no updated dental exaimisa In one instance, there was
a court order for the agency to arrange a denth@ation.

Case came to the attention of the agency due tca¢idnal neglect. There were
significant concerns regarding the children’s abssn There was no documentation
within the case file that assessed physical he&éds as it may relate to the high
level of school absences.

No documented medical or dental care needs dunmg@eriod under review. Case
documentation indicates there are some seriouscaladsues such as obesity,
diabetes, wisdom teeth extraction and seasonatjedte

ltem 23. Mental health of the child

Reviewers were to determine whether during the peod under review, the agency
addressed the mental/behavioral health needs of tlehild (ren). Reviewers rated this Item
as a Strength if the agency conducted an assessmagither initially or ongoing, of the
child’s mental health and implemented appropriate nental health services based upon
those needs. In-home services cases are not apgie for an assessment of this Item if the
reviewer determines that there is no reason to expethat, during the period under review,
the agency would address mental/behavioral healtissues for any children in the family,
given the reason for agency involvement or the citonstances of the case.

Review Findings
» 15 of the 19 cases were applicable to the Item.
» Eight (53%) of the 15 cases were rated as a Strengt

- 6 foster care cases and 2 in home cases wereast&tlength.

» Seven (47%) of the 15 cases were rated as an Ageditg Improvement

- 3 foster care cases and 4 in home cases wereastécka Needing Improvement.
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Strength:

Cases contained had formal assessments of meatti heeds, services provided to
meet those needs and documentation in the filadw grogress. Evaluations
included psychological/psychiatric evaluations,stabce abuse evaluations and
mental status exams.

Area Needing Improvement:

In two cases, target youth were under the carepsiyahiatrist and taking medication
in previous documents. Updated reports did notatorany information on the
psychiatric medication and if youth were discharfyech these mental health
services.

Discharge from therapeutic program indicated youdis to receive updated mental
health status and individual therapy. There wadowumentation within the case file
to suggest that the youth received these services.

No evidence of ongoing assessment of child’'s mdmalth needs. Child was
diagnosed with bi-polar and compliance for mengallth services have been an
issue, did not appear the worker continually adsiédst as the case was coming to
closure. Youth failed to participate in drug tegton one occasion, no follow up by
the worker if the youth is using illegal substanc@bere was no substance abuse
evaluation.

No discharge summary from therapist to indicateagadishment of therapeutic
goals.

In home case did not assess all children withimthrae in which there was
significant mental health history or evidence tthat other siblings may be affected
by the youth’s mental health issues.

Mental health services were not provided to athef children within the home.
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ESA Results

Case Sample: Z- Mini CFSR Review — April 2010
Type of Review: 2" Mini CFSR Report Type: Eastern Service Area
Number of Reviews 19 Review Period:April 1%, 2009 — April §, 2010

PERFORMANCE ITEM RESULTS

Item Ratings (#) Item Ratings (%)
Performance ltem S ANI N/A S ANI N/A
ltem 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations 16 | 33% 67% 84%
ltem 2: | Repeat maltreatment 17 | 100% 0% 89%
ltem 3: Services to family 5 2 12 1% 29% 63%
Item 4: Risk assessment and safety management 13 5 68% 32% -
ltem 5. Foster care re-entries 2 0 17| 100% 0% 89%
ltem 6: Stability of foster care placement 9 2 8 | 82% 18% 42%
ltem 7: Permanency goal for child 2 9 8 18% 82% 42%
ltem 8: Reunification, guardianship etc 3 3 13| 50% 50% 68%
ltem 9: | adoption 0 2 17 0% | 100% | 89%
ltem 10: | other planned permanent living arrangement 3 3 1] 50% 50% 68%
ltem 11: | proximity of foster care placement 11 0 8 | 100% 0% 42%
ltem 12| pjacement with siblings 1 1 17 | 50% 50% 89%
ltem 13: | visiting with parents and siblings 6 5 55% 45% 42%
ltem 14: | preserving connections 7 4 64% 36% 42%
ltem 15: | Relative placement 2 2 15 | 50% 0% 7%
ltem 16: | Rejationship of child in care with parents 5 8| 55% 45% 42%
ltem 17: | Needs and services 14 - | 26% 74% -
ltem 18: | child and family involvement in case plannifig 6 13 - 32% 68% -
ltem 19: | caseworker visits with child 6 13 - 32% 68% -
ltem 200 | caseworker visits with parent(s) 2 17 - 11% 89% -
ltem 21: | Equcational needs of the child 10 7 2| 59% 41% 11%
ltem 22| physical health of the child 5 9 5| 36% | 64% | 26%
ltem 23| Mentallbehavioral health of the child 8 7 53% | 47% | 21%
OUTCOME RESULTS
COUNTS (#) PERCENTAGES (%
Performance Outcome SA PA NACH N/A SA PA NACH N/A
Safety 1 (Items 1-2 1 1 1 16 33% 33% 33% 84%
Safety 2 (Items 3-4 12 3 4 - 63% 16% 21% -
Permanency 1 (Items 5-10) 1 9 1 8 9% 82% 9% 42%
Permanency 2 (Items 11-16) 7 4 0 8 64% 36% 0% 42%
Wellbeing 1 (Items 17-20 3 6 10 - 16% 32% 53% =
Wellbeing 2 (Item 21{ 10 0 7 2 59% 0% 41% 11%
Wellbeing 3 (Items 22-23 6 3 9 1 33% 17% 50% 5%
KEY:
N/A = Not Applicable PA = Partially Achieved NACH Not Achieved
S = Strength SA = Substantially Achieved ANI e Needing Improvement
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